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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 7 have been read and considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant's arguments filed 5/3/07 have been fully read and considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Regarding lines 13-17 on page 6 of applicant's remarks about claims 1 and 12, 
applicant states that the examiner agreed that the claims, as originally presented, 
overcome the cited documents. The examiner respectfully disagrees. On April 10, 
2007, 1 1am Eastern Standard Time, the interview took place where Attorney 
Zimmerman discussed the prior relative to the present invention in that Parnian's 
citation of the event log or element 1 32 of figure 3 is not the claimed "loop buffer" that 
stores video data of the event captured by the camera. It is true that the Parnian's 
element 132 of figure 3 is not the "loop buffer", however, as stated in the interview on 
April 10th, the examiner did specifically pointed out that the Parnian's element 65 of 
figure 2 is a video memory that takes the video image data directly from the video 
camera 35a via the video connection 65a, and also pointed to column 12, lines 26-34. 
Clearly, Parnian's element 65 is a "loop buffer also storing video data of the event 
captured by the camera". Parnian meets the broad limitations of claim 1 . The use of a 
video memory is not a patentable feature since it is well known in the art to use memory 
for storing the obtained video image data into some type of video image storage unit(s) 
so that important image data is not lost and kept in record for review and replay. 
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Regarding line 24 on page 7 to line 2 on page 8 of applicant's remarks, applicant 
contends that "set of rules" limitation is not disclosed since the "loop buffer" is not 
disclosed in Parnian. The examiner respectfully disagrees. The aforementioned "loop 
buffer" is disclosed for reasons as explained above and in the rejection below. As for 
the "set of rules", Parnian discloses element 20 of figure 2 is the CPU or central 
processing unit that adheres to a set of rules stored in memory to determine whether to 
keep the data stored in memory or stored to other external video data storage means, 
like mass storage devices 51 and 52, and removable flash memory 53. Also, in the 
applicant's specification, paragraph [0025] discloses that the video data can be 
determined as to when the transfer takes place into other storage means or external 
devices like memory cards, flash memory or optical storage devices. Thus, it is clear 
that the applicant's description about the "set of rules" is very similar to Parnian's 
specification. Thus, Parnian discloses the "set of rules". 

Regarding lines 13-18 on page 8 of applicant's remarks, applicant states that 
Parnian does not disclose claims 1 1 and 20. The examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Because of the reasons as stated above and in the rejection below for the "loop buffer", 
claims 1 1 and 20 are disclosed for similar reasons. 

Independent claims 1 and 12 are rejected for reasons as stated above and in the 
rejection below. Dependent claims 2-6, 8, 9, 1 1, 13-18 and 20 are rejected for at least 
similar reasons as stated for claims 1 and 12. 

Regarding page 9 of applicant's remarks, applicant argues that claims 10 and 19 
are not disclosed or suggested in the combination of Parnian and Shamosh. The 
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examiner respectfully disagrees. The examiner recognizes that obviousness can only 
be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Parnian and Shamosh, as a whole, for providing an accurate, cost-effective, efficient, 
robust way of recording audio/visual data in surveillance applications, as disclosed in 
Shamosh's column 1 , lines 49-55. 

The test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference 
may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the 
claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. 
Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of the references would have 
suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA1981). 

One cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the 
rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 
208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. 
Cir. 1986). 

Parnian does not specifically disclose interfacing with a vehicle controller to 
transfer video data of the event. However, Shamosh teaches modem 30 of figure 1 is 
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within the vehicular security system of figure 3 that is utilized to establish interfacing for 
transferring video data of event captured by video/audio recording unit 24. Thus, 
Shamosh teaches interfacing with a vehicle controller to transfer video data of the 
event. Because the "loop buffer" and the "set of rules" limitation is disclosed as stated 
in the above and in the rejection below, it would have been obvious to apply the 
combination of Parnian and Shamosh for providing an accurate, cost-effective, efficient, 
robust way of recording audio/visual data in surveillance applications, as disclosed in 
Shamosh's column 1, lines 49-55. 

In conclusion, the rejection of claims 1-20 is maintained. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC §102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claim 1-6, 8, 9, 11-18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Parnian (6,538,623). 

Regarding claims 1 and 12, Parnian discloses a method and a video recorder, 
comprising: 
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a processor communicating with memory, the memory for storing video data of 
an event captured by a camera, the video data comprising a series of picture frames 
(col. 9, In. 7-1 9, note in fig. 2 the use of a CPU for processing data and communicating 
with memory stored in element 22, 51 and 52, and video data is captured by video 
camera 35a); 

a loop buffer also storing video data of the event captured by the camera (fig. 2, 
element 65 and col. 12, In. 26-34; Parnian discloses element 65 is a video memory that 
takes the video image data directly from the video camera 35a via the video connection 
65a); and 

a set of rules stored in the memory, the set of rules determining when to transfer 
the contents of the loop buffer into the memory (fig. 2, element 20 is the CPU or central 
processing unit that adheres to a set of rules stored in memory to determine whether to 
keep the data stored in memory or stored to other external video data storage means 
like mass storage devices 51 and 52, and removable flash memory 53); 

wherein the video recorder utilizes the loop buffer to provide video data 
preceding the event (fig. 2-3, note scene log 120, event log 132, photo log 126, etc. 
contain time-date stamps to check for preceding events as seen in fig.4a-4g for 
scanning through past cases, crime scenes, crime locations, evidence, photos, etc. to 
provide video data preceding the event, the data from element 65 is obtained, 
considered, utilized to provide data of the video image data of the preceding event as 
stored in the loop buffer). 
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Regarding claims 2, 3, 13 and 14, Parnian discloses wherein the memory 
comprises a mass-storage device, the mass storage device storing the video data of 
the event (fig.2, element 51 and 52). 

Regarding claims 4, 5 and 15, Parnian discloses wherein the memory comprises 
a memory card (fig.2, element 53). 

Regarding claims 6 and 16, Parnian discloses further comprising an interface to 
a communications network (fig.2, element 90). 

Regarding claims 8, 1 1 , 17 and 20, Parnian discloses further comprising a switch 
to transfer the contents of the loop buffer into the memory (fig.2, element 65 and 
col. 12, In. 26-34; Parnian discloses element 65 is a video memory that takes the video 
image data directly from the video camera 35a via the video connection 65a; fig.2, 
element 20 is the CPU or central processing unit that adheres to a set of rules stored in 
memory to determine whether to keep the data stored in memory or stored to other 
external video data storage means like mass storage devices 51 and 52, and 
removable flash memory 53, and that wherein user input can be used from keyboard 
60 and mouse 32b to transfer contents of the loop buffer into the memory). 

Regarding claims 9 and 18, Parnian discloses wherein the loop buffer also stores 
audio data of the event captured by a microphone (fig. 3, element 103). 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC §103 
3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 7, 10 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Parnian (6,538,623) in view of Shamosh (5,144,661). 

Regarding claims 7, Parnian discloses wherein the set of rules that causes a 

transfer of the contents of the loop buffer into the memory devices memory (fig. 2, 

element 20 is the CPU or central processing unit that adheres to a set of rules stored in 

memory to determine whether to keep the data stored in memory or stored to other 

external video data storage means like mass storage devices 51 and 52, and removable 

flash memory 53), 

Parnian discloses that vehicular data can be obtained (fig. 5b discloses that 
"automobile/traffic" data can be obtained). Parnian does not specifically disclose the 
"vehicular data" causing transfer of the contents of the loop buffer into the memory 
devices memory. However, Shamosh teaches the vehicular data causes the transfer of 
the contents of the loop buffer into the memory devices memory (note fig . 1 , modem 30 
within the vehicular security system of fig. 3 is utilized to establish interfacing the transfer 
of video image data of event captured by video/audio recording unit 24). Therefore, it . 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Parnian and Shamosh, as a whole, for providing an accurate, cost-effective, efficient, 
robust way of recording audio/visual data in surveillance applications (Shamosh col.1, 
ln.49-55). 

Regarding claims 10 and 19, Parnian discloses the video image data is directly 
transferred to the loop buffer (fig. 2, element 65 and col. 12, In. 26-34; Parnian discloses 
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element 65 is a video memory that takes the video image data directly from the video 
camera 35a via the video connection 65a). Parnian does not specifically disclose 
interfacing with a vehicle controller to transfer video data of the event. However, 
Shamosh teaches interfacing with a vehicle controller to transfer video data of the event 
(note fig.1 , modem 30 within the vehicular security system of fig. 3 is utilized to establish 
interfacing for transferring video data of event captured by video/audio recording unit 
24). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
the teachings of Parnian and Shamosh, as a whole, for providing an accurate, cost- 
effective, efficient, robust way of recording audio/visual data in surveillance applications 
(Shamosh col.1, ln.49-55). 

Double Patenting 

5. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims 
are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct 
from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated 
by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 
1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 
F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 
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6. Claims 1-20 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory double 
patenting overclaims 1,11 and 18 of copending Application No. 10/674,995. This is a 
provisional double patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have not yet been 
patented. 

The subject matter claimed in the instant application is fully disclosed in the 
referenced copending application and would be covered by any patent granted on that 
copending application since the referenced copending application and the instant 
application are claiming common subject matter, as follows: Claim 1 of Application No. 
10/674,995 discloses "storing in memory. ..a series of frames...", and claim 1 of the 
present invention discloses "memory for storing video data... series of picture frames". 
Similarly, Claim 1 of Application No. 10/674,995 and claim 1 of the present invention 
discloses "loop buffer". Also, claim 1 of Application No. 10/674,995 discloses 
"transferring the contents of the loop buffer to the memory...", and claim 1 of the present 
invention discloses "transfer contents of the loop buffer into the memory". Although the 
claims are not exact as application No. 10/674,995 discloses audio and video, it would 
have been obvious to modify the application No. 10/674,995 to exclude audio and only 
process the video for obtaining the present invention. 

Furthermore, there is no apparent reason why applicant would be prevented from 
presenting claims corresponding to those of the instant application in the other 
copending application. See In re Schneller, 397 F.2d 350, 158 USPQ 210 (CCPA 
1968). See also MPEP § 804. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Allen Wong whose telephone number is (571) 272-7341. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mondays to Thursdays from 8am-6pm 
Flextime. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John W. Miller can be reached on (571) 272-7353. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 5Z+=272^1pf)0. 
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